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A B S T R A C T 
Status is an important circumstance for   People’s subjective “well-being, self-esteem, and mental and 
physical health”. The paper aimed to test how leader status stimulates the quality of employee job 
performance in the organization. We argue that in spite of the benefits of having low-status distance 
who be faced with a comparable loss of status individuals experience more “self-threat” and hence 
status is threatened tend to engage in disruptive behavior to deliberately inflicts others through actions 
such as disapproving and acting unkindly. consequently, when the leader -Team member relationship 
is worse less perception of leader provided less performance of team member and relatively more 
perception offered to better performance of employees. In this study, these assumptions were 
investigated involving 240 employees (N = 240). Our findings help to explain why leaders sometimes 
challenge others who present an immediate threat to their status. As such, we extend theorizing on the 
power distance, organizational bureaucracy, and leader-member exchange. Results from survey study 
show a curvilinear relationship between status distance and team member job performance, these 
detections offer an empirical basis and theoretical inspiration to consider status distance as a critical 
variable in the possessions of status differences on interpersonal dynamics. Importantly, this work also 
offers an applicable and timely viewpoint for managers debating the cost and benefits of various 
hierarchical alignment in organizations. 
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Introduction 
A person's wealth, power, and prestige comprise his statuses. According to C. Anderson, Hildreth, and Howland (2015) is defined as 
the “respect”, “admiration”, and “voluntary deference” individuals are afforded by others and Further found out that is a prominent 
feature from related constructs such as power, financial success, and social belongingness. According to Smith-Lovin (1987), they 
have researched on status distance concepts and has excavated the margins people's status and respect that they owe in their social 
role (DesJardins, Srivastava, Küfner, & Back, 2015). It is obvious that when two people are precisely own equal status, their status 
distance is zero. Individuals those who have experience an equal level of status acquire minimum restrictions to share things, therefore 
averagely they should maintain more stable associations (Phillips, Rothbard, & Dumas, 2009; Smith-Lovin, 1987; Stürmer, Snyder, 
Kropp, & Siem, 2006).  However, status consider as an essential phenomenon affected by different emotional response (Sarah P. 
Doyle, 2014). It acts as an alarm and the understandings perceived by the emotions assist individuals to react perfectly to a threat 
(Neuberg & Cottrell, 2008). In general, at working circumstances, jealousy indicates if the people’s position is threatened in their 
social ladder (Reh, 2017) and it forces an individual to take actions to eradicate the identified threat (Zhang, 2018). This would not 
be, in turn, increase team members motivation and effectiveness in the job performance. Recent experimental studies have shown 
that employees within a high task interdependence are in a position to assemble additional efforts when they believe that their poor 
performance would exacerbate their team performance (Hertel, Konradt, & Orlikowski, 2004). As well as  M. Lee (1992) explored 
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employee who was loyal to the leader they tend to be "reliable", "passionate" about their job performance, and was eager to obey 
with the leader's pronouncement.  This suggests there can be dissimilar benefits associated with job performance in the low status 
distance circumstances in the organization. Although the status distance is a phenomenon that has been investigated and researched 
by many scholars, it has remained as a black box (Eugene Kim, 2014; Flynn & Amanatullah, 2012). Also, researchers and 
practitioners still search for the possibilities of augmenting on the status distance scenario of leader and member relationship. Status 
distance in organizational studies is the extent to which one accepts that status within organizations is unequally distributed and that 
this unequal distribution has various effects on employee job behaviors (James R. Meindl, 1985). Since status distance can differ 
from country to country or from organization to organization, Therefore, further examinations are needed in truly understanding of 
what conditions determine performance in an organization on the low-status distance scenario of leader and team member 
relationship. For this purpose, our main objective of this study is to assess the moderation effect of team member loyalty and task 
interdependence on the relationship between status distance and the job performance. Accordingly, our study focused on considering 
the institutional level predictors of status distance scenario in Srilankan contexts. The researcher using quantitative survey strategy 
and unit of analysis is multilevel approach techniques to examined the effects of status distance on job performance. Simultaneously, 
it has been found that leader-team member understanding, policies and practices should be stronger presence of better performance 
climate in the organization.  
Literature Review 
The leader-team member relationship on the job performance 
Commonly, every working setup reveals on status (Magee & Galinsky, 2008). According to Cameron Anderson, John, Keltner, 
Kring, and psychology (2001) status is the recognition, the importance and the encouragement that one can receive from others. The 
value of status is relative to each other and it is socially measured (Cameron Anderson, Srivastava, Beer, Spataro, Chatman, et al., 
2006; J. Berger, S. J. Rosenholtz, & M. Zelditch Jr, 1980). Furthermore, ensuing an approach based on similarity attraction (Byrne, 
1971) people spend considerable time with each other when they are same in status and therefore they tend to help each other 
compared to those who are indifferent status level. employees view equity as a sign of status distance. The mangers are charged with 
the responsibility of ensuring that employees have access to the right mix of knowledge, information, resources, and power to work 
independently in all hierarchical levels (Popper, 2013). When employees feel this empowerment from their leader, they experience 
more autonomy over their responsibilities and become more motivated to do their work duties hence high job performance. According 
to Blau (1977)studies “similar status are likely to form high-quality relationships, whereas the reverse is true of individuals with 
dissimilar status”. Each has been considered from viewpoints of that leader-team member relationship., the people who seem to 
maintain individual characteristics will assist their aims and objectives(Blau, 1977; Ridgeway, 1984). In normal circumstances, any 
individual who desires superiority will eventually behave in a manner tending towards causing submissiveness from the dyadic 
partner (Leary, Jongman-Sereno, & Diebels, 2014). However, when the other party does not give in into submissiveness, then the 
quality and the quantity of the interpersonal relations within the dyad are massively increased (Ren et al., 2012). These relational 
difficulties can also be expressed as leader-team member relationship conflict, expound as "awareness of interpersonal 
irreconcilabilities”, feelings of tension and friction between the two parties which may involve personal issues like an annoyance, 
frustration, dislike, and irritation"(Grant, Gino, & Hofmann, 2011). Therefore, although both power and status make available 
individuals with the ability to influence others “modify others’ thoughts, feelings, and behavior”. Despite the facts, team member 
tends to gauge their interaction with their leader as either negative or positive creating a global status distance which will, in turn, 
affect their job performance (Triguero-Sánchez, C. Peña-Vinces, & Sánchez-Apellániz, 2013) . However previous research has 
consistently found that the leader is usually more influential than other sources due to the supervisor's conspicuousness and their 
control of subordinates' time and resources  (Netemeyer, 2010). As well as leader-Team member relationships and its implication on 
team member job outcomes have dominated the discourse in the field organizational psychology and behavior (Hen, Lalwani, & 
Duhachek, 2017; Hofstade, 2001; Shalini Sarin Jaina, 2018). If an employee feels that his/her leader may give inappropriate 
information or a task that will not benefit the company, the employee may take extra precautions. When trust in the leader is very 
low, team member may disregard directives from their leader out of fear that the information given to them is unreliable (Rhoades & 
Eisenberger, 2002). By borrowing from social impact theory, loyal employees experience minimal social distance between them and 
the team member. This minimal social distance maybe accrue from the quality of the leader-member exchange  between the leader 
and the employee (Erdogan & Bauer, 2014; Shalini Sarin Jaina, 2018) Studies on the effect of status distance on team member job 
outcomes alludes that both low and high status distance influence the quality of leader -team member relationship. 
The mediating role of status threats   
People involved in a different range of goal-directed events to be able to their status, supported by many “cognitive, behavioral, and 
affective” processes (C. Anderson et al., 2015). At the same time, status encourages people with its pros, such as support and 
recognition from others (Cameron Anderson, Srivastava, Beer, Spataro, & Chatman, 2006) positive influence (J. Berger, S. J. 
Rosenholtz, & M. J. A. r. o. s. Zelditch Jr, 1980) and psychological wellbeing (Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & Ickovics, 2000). On the 
other hand, forfeiture of status accelerate adverse sentiments (Kemper, 1991) and weak performances (Marr & Thau, 2014). 
According to the literature, envy arises when leader compare themselves with their team member and consequently feel a threat to 
their status (Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007; M. K. Duffy, K. L. Scott, J. D. Shaw, B. J. Tepper, & K. Aquino, 2012a). ). In response, 
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team member may strive to interruption the employee’s status through “social undermining”, hoping to improve their own status and 
alleviate the envious feeling (Duffy et al., 2012a; Tai, Narayanan, & McAllister, 2012) A study by Zhang (2018) attempted to suggest 
"the eﬀect of status threat on ethical leadership". The status threat was acquired from the "self-reports of leaders", which are likely 
to be influenced by “individual sensibility”, “tolerance and capability” to determination status threat. According to Miller (2001), 
vehement responses are possible at a disrespectful behavior, and it is an offense which is obvious in public. This confirms that such 
an act is more towards status threat (Cohen, Nisbett, Bowdle, & Schwarz, 1996). Felson (1978) to confirms that vehement reactions 
are obvious in public circumstances rather than secluded. According to Reh (2017), it has been established that emotions to offer that 
a predicted future status threat can in the same way rise team member to feel "envy toward", and subsequently "undermine", their 
workfellows. Moreover, Eugene Kim (2014) has been the focus on envy as an illustrative mediator of the persecution of high 
performers from fellow group members. In conclusion, therefore, neither one-sided low-status distance nor one-sided high-status 
distance can yield favorable results in a given organizational setup.  
According to Sarah P. Doyle (2014) discussed optimistic actions that might support the performance of other team members close in 
status should be repressed as well, as "in order to avoid this threat to self-evaluation”. “the closer the other the less help one would 
expect the other to be given” (Tesser, 1988). While not essentially being a direct threat to one's status (as were those close in status), 
there are other costs associated with helping those further away in the status distance which may explain the reduced possibility to 
help these individuals relative to those moderately distant in status (Reh, 2017). Further, explore the positive side of the status threats. 
Imposing status threat on leaders will increase their obvious direction in the status relationship system, which in turn "encourages 
conformity to ethical norms and directs their attention to formulating good relationships" with others (M. K. Duffy, K. L. Scott, J. D. 
Shaw, B. J. Tepper, & K. J. A. o. M. J. Aquino, 2012b). With their study significantly contributed to a new path in the field of status 
distance provide individuals with the modify others' thoughts, feelings, and behavior. Nevertheless, the scholars did not come across 
observed research, which describes how a leader to support the performance of team member when the status distance is lower. But 
they simultaneously opened a new possibility for future research aimed at exploring factors that mediator consequence of status threat 
on the relationship between low-status distance and team member job performance. Hence 
H 1: There is a negative relationship between leader-member status distance and leader perceived status threats. 
H 2: Leader status threats mediate the relationship between leader-member status distance and team member job performance 
The moderating role of task interdependence 
Task interdependence is  defined as the extent to which employees depend on other members of an organization to perform their 
work efficiently (Claus W Langfred, 2007; Vidyarthi, Anand, & Liden, 2014). Task interdependence cannot work without the spirit 
of teamwork in an organization. It is a functional way to plan structured how information, materials, and expertise will be shared 
between team members tasks and elaborating roles for people involved in the work  (Hertel et al., 2004; Pearce & Gregersen, 1991). 
Task completion is achieved through the differentiation of activity into tasks which are assigned to individuals who work in teams to 
deliver the final product. The quality of the final product will depend on the quality of interdependency among them. There are three 
kinds of interdependence in organizational team members: goal interdependence (related to goals), task interdependence (task 
behavior), and behavior interdependence (evaluation of behavior outcomes). Proper goal setting will lead to task interdependence 
and structure which will ultimately result in high instrumentality in working teams. High task instrumentality will increase employee 
task-driven interactions which increase their self-efficacy and motivation (Hen et al., 2017; Shalini Sarin Jaina, 2018)  
Many researchers have discovered that, team members will be more prospective to cooperate, communicate share knowledge with 
others when a teams have a high level of task interdependence subsequently  display more citizenship behavior hence higher employee 
performance (Bachrach, Powell, Bendoly, & Richey, 2006).They proved that high levels of task interdependence encourages 
cooperation among team members and facilitate team self-management(Bachrach, Powell, Collins, & Richey, 2006; Claus W 
Langfred, 2007). Task interdependence will also facilitate information exchange because interdependent working tasks require 
employees to exchange information and communicate on work issues (C. K. De Dreu, 2007; Pangil & Moi Chan, 2014; Rego & 
Simpson, 2018). Since task interdependence promotes a sense of oneness, openness, and teamwork in the realization of task goals, 
Han, Lalwani, and Duhachek (2017), argues that such an experience of empowerment and consultative engagements in the task 
interdependence teams will attenuate the effect of high or low-status distance on the performance of the tasks. Therefore, since higher 
task, leader-employee interdependence involves more complex and ambiguous tasks necessitating greater coordination among group 
members(C. K. J. J. o. a. p. De Dreu, 2007; Wang & Howell, 2010), Leader have to devote extra attention to promote cooperation, 
create opportunities to learn roles, develop a suitable teamwork synergy framework, and help employees acquire the knowledge and 
interact well in working teams. 
Employee task interdependence, on the other hand, has been cited to have a huge effect on the relationship between the leader and 
team member job performance. The task interdependence can either be between the team members or among team member and their 
immediate leader Khatri (2009), brought forth four cultural dimensions that became the most popular references in cross-cultural 
studies. This will consider task interdependence to moderated levels may relate positively with job performance, but this relationship 
consequently, it can be inferred that up to a certain threshold level of status distance (Jain & Jain, 2018). However, status distance 
effects will greatly influence the perceptions that team member will have towards their role in the achievement of tasks in groups. 
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that task interdependence is straightly related to leader perception. Addition to that employees may start to feel the leader's close 
monitoring under high task interdependence and high task contacts. Thus, high task interdependence groups are frequently more 
intricate and need a high magnitude of different elements across manifold members (Liden et al., 2006; Saavedra, Earley, & Van 
Dyne, 1993).  We persuade that low task interdependence in workgroup emphasizes the negative consequence of leaders' status 
distance on leader team member relationship. Then leader became threats and a leader is not giving much generous, magnify 
circumspection and independence frequently. Such a leader does not lead to affect and trust in the team member and people whose 
status is threatened tend to engage in antisocial behavior to purposely harm others through actions such as criticizing and acting 
unkindly  Aquino, Douglas, and Processes (2003)  however, there is no clear combination of the literature on the despite the 
importance of the relationship between leaders and member task interdependence and leader status distance how to effective job 
performance. nevertheless, we, therefore, expect high task interdependence motives to weaken the negative relationship between 
status distance and team member job performance. Therefore, offer the following prediction 
H 3: When task interdependence of the team is higher, the leader-member status distance will be less related to leader status threats. 
H 4: The indirect relationship between leader-member status distance and team member job performance through leader status 
threats is conditional on task interdependence, such that higher task interdependence tends to weaken the relationship  
The moderating role of employee loyalty 
The effect of status distance on employee work behaviors may also be influenced by the level of loyalty of employees (Zhou, 1983). 
Cheng (1993) pronounced loyalty to the leader as accepting the leader’s goals, being authentic, eager to apply additional stimulate, 
and signifying fulsome enthusiasm. Further clarification that loyalty to leader gives the impression to be more significant than 
organizational commitment in process for employee’s in-role and extra-role performance (Chen, Tsui, Farh, & psychology, 2002) 
These findings are also quite previous research accomplishing Western samples  (Becker, Billings, Eveleth, & Gilbert, 1996; 
Gregersen, 1993) it found that employee performance was more strongly effected with  loyalty to leader . According to Loveman 
(1998)  revealed that employee loyalty is certainly interrelated with service superiority. (Heskett, Jones, Loveman, Sasser, & 
Schlesinger, 2008). Loyal workers enthusiastically engage in their organization’s purposes, act in accordance with their 
organization’s long-term well-being, and do not question or insubordinate the organization hierarchy and authority  (Ibrahim & Al 
Falasi, 2014; Shalini Sarin Jaina, 2018) However, findings from employee loyalty studies indicate that loyal employees enjoy a 
mutual relationship with their leader whose premise is on mutual reciprocity and trust among them and the leader irrespective of the 
nature of the status distance culture of the organization. Following (Linz, Good, & Busch, 2015) focused on commitment to the leader 
Identification occurs when the employee admires certain attributes of the leader, such as the leader’s attitudes and behavior, 
personality or achievements. They may feel proud to be accompanied by the leader who has these esteemed characteristics (Weng, 
2014). Employees who were loyal to the leader have a tendency to be decreasing and unwilling to comply with the leader's decision 
and were not accepting the leader’s goals/values, being faithfully, normally hesitated to respect to the leader, then naturally leaders 
and team member relationship are concerned with managing and resolving conflict. Thus, leader fears that changes and the 
relationship became a diminish among the leader and team member, Moreover the leader’s became threats also unkindly attitudes 
and criticizing behaviors are improperly affected to the employee’s value systems. As a result of this situation team member 
performance transformation to be lower(Ibrahim & Al Falasi, 2014).  
To address these critical issues, we provide a comprehensive approach of the extant on status distance and employee loyalty through 
the lens of the status threats. Although many studies have examined the effect of employee loyalty  on some aspect of status distance,  
conversely  there is currently no compilation of research that provides an explicit considerate of when, why, and how leaders engage 
in status threats if team member disloyalty to their leader and as a result  especially how it  could be influence for the team member 
job performance . Therefore, we offered the following prediction. 
H5: When team member loyalty to the leader is higher, the leader-member status distance will be less related to leader status threats.  
H 6: The indirect relationship between leader- Team member status distance and team member job performance through leader 
status threats is conditional on team member loyalty, such that higher loyalty tends to weaken the relationship. 
From a theoretical perspective, employee loyalty and task interdependence can be a relevant moderator of validity and that the 
relationship between status distance and job performance is often implicit to be negative. The current research contests this 
assumption theoretically and empirically and tests a relation between status distance and job performance. Therefore, the goal of this 
study was to establish the inspiration of employee loyalty and task interdependence on the moderator effect of superior lower status 
distance on team member job performance.   
Theoretical background 
Many theoretical perspectives shape the effect of status distance on employee job behaviors. The Power Distance Theory (PDT) 
asserts that “the smaller the distance from the more powerful person, the stronger the tendency to reduce it” and as per the Power 
Distance  theory this can be done through cognition and manifestation of new employee behaviors (Gomez, Kirkman, & Shapiro, 
1999; Hofstade, 2001) On a behavioral level, the PDT alludes of the possibility of actual acquisition of the position of a person having 
more power Mulder (1976). Additionally through various experiments on organizational social structures, (Mulder, 1976) revealed 
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that there was an emotional distance separating subordinates from their bosses. (Mulder, 1976) further found out that this distance 
was because of the power differences between them and was responsible for the creation of organizational ‘social systems’ and 
‘supervisor-subordinate’ dyadic relationships. In his first description of Power Distance Theory, Mulder (1976)asserted that “use of 
power gives satisfaction and that the desire for power that is assumed to result from this satisfaction leads to a downward and an 
upward power tendency”. The downward tendency implies the power tend to keep less powerful others at a distance, while upward 
power tendency refers to the power tendency that tends to reduce the difference in power between oneself and a more powerful other. 
This study will focus on the downward power tendency which results to the status distance between the subordinates and their 
superiors (Bruins & Wilke, 1993; Khatri, 2009; Kirkman, Chen, Farh, Chen, & Lowe, 2009). Increasing status distance is attained 
through better handling of employees in areas like fairness, good rewards, enthusiastic job conditions, and the general employee 
welfare is embraced more by employees hence high job performance. 
The second theory of organizational bureaucracy (Bruins & Wilke, 1993; Hofstade, 2001) concerns itself with upward power 
distance. The theory of bureaucracy asserts that power is vested in positions or ranks occupied by individuals with a given authority. 
In case such positions fall vacant, they will immediately be filled with the person next in command in the organization hierarchy. 
Thus, subjects immediately below the top position will have a stronger feeling of being eligible to take over the highest position than 
others who are in lower positions. Based on this, facts many studies that have attempted unfold the effect of status distance on the 
superior-subordinate dyadic relationship and employee job outcomes have pointed on an existence of a complex web of the 
relationship among various power-related constructs (Y.-t. Lee & Antonakis, 2014; Linz et al., 2015).  
Leader-member exchange (LMX) is well-interpret as the degree to which an employee feels a sense of belonging and that he /she 
has a quality relationship with the leaders the management of the organization (D. J. Henderson, S. J. Wayne, L. M. Shore, W. H. 
Bommer, & L. E. Tetrick, 2008a). It is that feeling where the member feels that he/she is accepted by his/her leader. Leader trust in 
members gives them an upper hand in accessing information in an organization and this gives them a certain form of autonomy(D. 
J. Henderson, S. J. Wayne, L. M. Shore, W. H. Bommer, & L. E. J. J. o. a. p. Tetrick, 2008b). Studies have exposed that employees 
are selected to be a part of managerial in-groups based on supervisors’ assessments of employees’ skills, motivation, and the level of 
trust that the manager feels the member deserves. According to Henderson et al. (2008a), once LMX has begun to be established, the 
leader will representative more responsibility to the team member, which is associated with an increase in team member 
empowerment and thus high member performance. The argument component in LMX is essential because it allows for the concept 
of mutual trust and respect, which inspires information exchange. In this respect, trust and LMX are intertwined, acting as both source 
and product of the other. When a employee is accepted into a manager’s in-group, it can be perceived as a reward because it is 
typically the result of good job-performance and self-actualization of the psychological contract on behalf of the employee 
(Henderson et al., 2008a) 
Conceptual framework 
 
                                                                                       
                                                                                     
                                                                                    
                                                          
                                                     
                              
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1: Theoretical model 
Research and Methodology 
Population and sample description 
The target population will be selected employees from different departments in a state-owned College of Education in Sri-Lanka. 
The choice of the study area is that the principle of authority and subordination is common in public institutions where bureaucracy 
is common. This design enables the researcher to have an equal proportion of selected elements from a unit of interest to the study. 
H2 
      Loyalty  
Status distance  
 
Job performance 
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Status threats 
 Task interdependence 
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In this case, respondents will be picked from each department on a given proportion depending on the size of the department. A 
sample of 240 respondents will be selected from the 06 public College of Education in Sri-Lanka.  
Instrumentation and measures 
Constructs have been measured both at individual and group level using Mplus version 7 (Muthén & Muthén, 2012). Mplus is a 
statistical modeling program that makes available researchers with a flexible tool to analyze their data. The Within and Between parts 
of the figure indicate the multilevel model by using Mplus (Appendix A).  The measures of the five constructs of the study namely: 
status distance, status threats, employee loyalty, task interdependence, and employee Job performance were as follows. The rating of 
performance was done using(Patrick D. Lynch, 1999) scale of superior-subordinate rating. Superiors rated the performance of those 
employees who rated themselves on their level of task performance. The questionnaire items were elicited on a seven-Likert scale. 
Sample of the questioner item included “This employee performs tasks that are expected of him/her” and “This employee exhibits 
punctuality at his work”. Loyalty to the supervisor(LS) was measured by the 17-item scale with five dimensions developed by Chen, 
Tsui, and Farh (2002). The items were elicited on a seven-item Likert scale 7. The sample of the items included: ‘‘When someone 
speaks ill of my supervisor, I will defend him/her immediately’’. Task interdependency was measured in line with the items of Claus 
W. Langfred (2016)Though Claus W. Langfred (2016) used two levels of task interdependence: Task interdependence being the 
extent to which a team member is affected by the work of other members. We used a seven-point Likert scale. Sample items for 
generalized task interdependence included: ‘Most of my work activities are affected by the activities of other people on the team', 
and, ‘My work cannot be done unless other people do their work’. Status threats measured by using four items. We used a seven-
point Likert scale. I felt some employees could challenge my status in the firm". "I felt my dominance in work was threatened by 
other employees”. “Some employees competed with me to increase their influence in the firm”. “I felt some employees did not agree 
with the relative value of my contribution to the firm”. Developed by Zhang (2018). Status distance was measured in line with the 
guidelines of Informal status of self-assessment, a dimension of influence, prestige and centrality combination of Spreitzer (1995); 
Andrews (1993)We used a seven-point Likert scale evaluating accurate  or inaccurate of the following statements: "When I want to 
influence an important decision, I can give my own opinion"; "I have great control over what happens in a department or 
organization". The employees should feel free to discuss it with the supervisor; "I can feel the importance of the organization to me"; 
"How well I do my job in this position will affect many people". These items were combined to form a single status -distance scale 
to be generated as a composite variable.  
Control items Based on previous studies, data were also collected to assess the results as a function of the duration of the relationship 
between leader and team member (dyad tenure), leader support and self-report of the performance. The number of years of experience 
in the present job, the, and the respondent’s age and gender, education qualification, profession.  
Results  
The study's research model which was established within the framework of antecedent literature and theoretical perceptions proposed 
that the level of status distance of a supervisor would be producing desired on subordinate's or employee's job performance. In this 
context, it was expected that the level of status threats as the mediating variable (mediator) would describe the relationship between 
status distance and job performance. Standardized Mplus factor loading output for the five-factor model. First, the hypothesized five-
factor model has been tested. The result suggests that the theoretical measurement constructs revealed the internal consistency with 
good psychometric properties for the data. Total effect (βc) could be tested separately both as the direct effect (βc ') of the independent 
variable (status distance) on the dependent variable (job performance), and indirect effect (βa.βb) which was the effect that defined 
over loyalty to the supervisor, task interdependence and status threats. The standardized loading estimates of all five variables are 
shown in (Figure 2). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2: Basic model testing 
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Table 1: Reliability and validity 
 Cronbach’s Alpha Rho-A Composite 
Reliability 
Average Variance Extracted 
(AVE) 
Employee Loyalty 0.817 0.827 0.865 0.518 
Employee 
Performance 
0.824 0.913 0.866 0.523 
Status Distances 0.797 0.870 0.850 0.523 
Status Threats  0.533 0.533 0.811 0.682 
Task Interdependence  0.856 0.865 0.886 0.529 
 
The Cronbach's alpha values were considered to test the reliability of measurement scales Nunnally (1978)  and Kline (1999) 
recommended that a measurement scales are reliable if the Cronbach's alpha value is greater than 0.7. However, the status threat was 
lower than Cronbach’s Alpha value ( 0.7). Fornell and Larcker (1981)  by considering the measurement model of the study reported 
the required validity of AVE must be over 0.50. Under certain circumstances, all variables scale (AVE) values well exceed the value 
of 0.50. It bears a resemblance to the high internal conformity of measurement scales which were used in the study. 
Table 2: Path coefficient 
 Original 
Sample(O) 
Sample Mean 
(M) 
Standard Deviation 
(STDEV) 
T Statistics 
(O/STDEV) 
P Values 
Employee Loyalty          Status 
Threats  
-0.126 - 0.130 0.066 1.916 0.056 
Status Distance              Employee 
Loyalty 
0.442 0.451 0.053 8.336 0.000 
Status Distance              Status Threats 0.047 0.050 0.076 0.621 0.535 
Status Distance     Task 
Interdependence  
-0.190 -0.197 0.066 2.897 0.004 
Status Threats                   Employee 
performance 
-0.372 -0.391 0.049 7.640 0.000 
Task Interdependence        Status 
Threats 
-0.336 -0.352 0.052 6.440 0.000 
 
According to table 02 produced each variable’s, standard deviation was higher than (p>.05) except the status threat and Job 
performance relationship (0.049<.05). Conversely, it was nearly 0.05. Therefore, it provides there is a sufficient linear relationship 
between the variables. The researcher followed the recommendations to examine the significant if the direct effect of leader-member 
status distance and job performance. Employee loyalty (β=-0.126, p<0.05) had a significant impact on leaders’ threats bur it was a 
negative impact. As a result, it was not accepted. .status distance had a significant impact on employee loyalty 
(β=0.442,p<0.05).status distance had no significant impact on the status threat (β=0.047,p<0.05) but according to the (Appendix B) 
in the total effect of status distance has a significant impact on status threats(βc=0.055,p<0.05). Also, status distance significantly 
impacts on task interdependence (β=-0. 190.p<0.05), status threat significantly impacts on employee performance (β=-0.372, 
p<0.05), task interdependence significantly impacts on status threats (β=-0.336, p<0.05) but most of the relationship were not indicate 
high internal consistency in measurement. 
Table 3: Specific indirect effects 
  Original 
Sample (O) 
Sample 
Mean (M) 
Standard 
Deviation 
(STDEV) 
T 
Statisti
cs 
(|O/ST
DEV|) 
P Values 
Status Distance -> Employee Loyalty -> Status 
Threat -> Employee Performance  
0.021 0.023 0.012 1.735 0.083 
Status Distance -> Status Threat -> Employee 
Performance  
-0.017 -0.019 0.030 0.582 0.561 
Status Distance -> Task Interdependence -> 
Status Threat -> Employee Performance  
-0.024 -0.027 0.011 2.168 0.031 
Status Distance -> Employee Loyalty -> Status 
Threat  
-0.056 -0.058 0.030 1.859 0.064 
Status Distance -> Task Interdependence -> 
Status Threat 
0.064 0.069 0.024 2.673 0.008 
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The researcher followed the recommendation of  Hayes (2017).In order to evaluate the significance of the indirect effect of status 
distance, employee loyalty and status threats link to the employee performance. Meanwhile, status distance, task interdependence, 
and status threats link to employee performance. As mention in the conceptual framework, the hypothesis is related to the moderation 
mediated effect. As shown the table 03 indicate the status distance, Employee loyalty, status threats had a significant and positive 
indirect effect on employee performance. (β=0.021, t (456) =1.735, p<.01). As well as status distance, task interdependence had a 
positive and significant effect on status threats (β=0.064, t (456) =2.673, p<.01). According to Hayes (2017), if the lower and upper 
level of the confidence intervals does not reach zero, the moderation effect is supported to the study. As a result, the employee loyalty 
and task interdependence provide the basic indirectly effect for the study. Subsequently, referred that, the indirect effect is greater 
than the direct effect which means it has perfect mediation for the study. 
Implications  
Status is gaining as a contemporary job design among professional employees those who engage in creativity requisite jobs. How 
status influences on the inspiration of professional employees in remained unanswered in the existing literature. To effectuate this 
gap the researcher intended to understand the link between status distance and employee job performance. I was conducted to get an 
initial understanding of status distance and employee job performance based on quantity approach in the National College of 
education in Srilanka. In this regard surveyed the consequence of leader status distance on the two dimensions of employee loyalty 
and task interdependence testing the model-based followed by existing theories and literature. The present study strides a step beyond 
the literature and identified two mechanisms through which low-status distance impact on employee job performance is based on 
power distance, bureaucracy and leader-member exchange theory. A previous conceptualization suggested that low-status distance 
can alter the leading to better outcomes(Triguero-Sánchez et al., 2013). The present study confirmed and extended this view by 
empirically testing the low-status distance on condition that status threats through the alteration of team member job performance.  
Status threats as the mediating variable while the employee loyalty and task interdependence were considered as moderators. The 
data has been obtained by conducting a survey that collected data to evident the proposed hypothetical framework of the Moderation 
Effects of Employee Loyalty and Task Interdependence on the Relationship between leader Status Distance and member Job 
Performance. Employee loyalty generates automatically with being leader status distance and it is not given many perceptions for 
status threats. Task interdependence is a distinctive dimension of the status distance and that can enhance the negative relationship 
with status threats. The employee loyalty and task interdependence have positively correlated each other and interact which support 
directly to the relationship with status distance and job performance. Employee loyalty, task interdependence, and low-status distance 
are complementary and the combination of them lead to organizational success and the development not only beneficial for the 
organization it can bring better psychological well-being of individuals.  
Employees have achieved their targets in a challenging environment because they believe their skills and competencies. They get the 
opportunity to self -learning, learning from others and sharing knowledge with others. They develop themselves by occupying this 
knowledge field of business in spite of winning. Therefore low-status distance is positively associated with employee loyalty and 
task interdependence which shows great contribution across organizational types as firm take status while they engage in the working 
environment (Hen et al., 2017; Rego & Simpson, 2018). The surrounding environment creates value in the low-status distance that 
setting up a flexible work environment. The leader positive thinking was enhanced by the easiness in sharing knowledge, better close 
with employee created an easy platform for employee job performance. Specifically revealed that job performance context enhances 
leader personal perception. personal identity has been found more related to employee creativity performance.  
The outcome of the study showed that the agreeableness extraversion and self-conscientiousness has a substantial relationship with 
the leader and team member capacity of emotional stability. The finding provides useful insights to reconcile the paradoxical views 
exist about leader and team member link.  
Low-status distance is a helpful option to generate novel ideas since it allows working relatively independent and relaxed 
environment. However, a status threat is not a good option for generating useful ideas with the diminished perspectives discussion 
and knowledge sharing in the organization contexts(Tai et al., 2012; Zhang, 2018). The outcome of this study highlights the 
importance of understanding different personalities which drive better leader who leads or commands a group in the organization. 
This implies to think new approaches in the relationship between leader -team member as well as the organization set policies for 
reducing mistakes. Most of the research on status distance mainly focus on the general development of leadership without considering 
leaders status threats. The finding of this study provides insights into why leaders are different and what leaders need to build as 
skills and what personalities are required to be successful leaders. This helps develop organization culture targeting generated 
business development. This study also provides inputs on what leader's lack and why they feel emotionally unstable in activities. 
Therefore, this study provides a platform for the organization to build up productive solutions in developing a successful organization. 
The finding of this study helps policymakers and other stakeholders to set policies and prepare suitable programs extending from 
conventional approaches to developing the leader employee relationship. 
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Conclusions 
The study concludes that the leader’s status threats influence of team member job performance in the organization. emotionally 
stability as one of the personality traits identified under the leader status distance ability to change and adaption team member job 
performance. Perhaps the reasons could be some environmental factors identified in the study. The business growth intention 
enhances the individual influences of the leader’s conscientious agreeableness experience to the member job performance in the 
organization. Thus, leader perception and team member job performance are interrelated and important constructs in the organization.  
Accordingly, these findings support the argument that experimental innovators make a great contribution to organizational success. 
The researcher hopes that the findings will contribute to a new chapter beginning of status distance in the organization. Low-status 
distance context as a job design of working associated with positive outcomes of job satisfaction and job performance. It enhances 
the generation of novel ideas professional leaders. Leader and team member good relationship reduced disturbances improves persons 
original unique thinking which is important for the organization. This finding emphasizes the importance of working in a collocated 
context in order enhance the idea exchange, knowledge sharing, team member representation in the organization that will, in turn, 
helps in the development of the useful idea of the professional leader and team member. 
By considering this study's great contributions to how low-status distance may relate to the employee job performance. This study 
used primary data collected from the national college of education in Srilanka. National Colleges of Education is the main teacher 
training institutions in teacher development. Therefore, business environment factors have not been evaluated in this study. Then the 
study only looks for the link of leader status distance and how to affect the employee job performance. Hence future studies can 
consider business environment factors are adding to the extension of low-status distance and job performance. The future research 
can apply these findings in other various contexts like developed and developing contexts is warranted. The researcher encourages 
future researchers especially to extend this study in a business organization where a leader has a significant contribution to economic 
development.  The questionnaire is a generally used and valuable tool for amassing survey information, providing structured, often 
numerical data, being able to administer without the presence of the researcher, and often being comparatively forthright to analyze. 
Accordingly, findings of the present research imply the importance of maintaining the balance between both working at collocated 
context with face to face contacts to get the maximum results in terms of creating job performance. Notwithstanding the contributions, 
this study has some limitations to be acknowledged first, the positive impact of low-status distance on the novelty aspect of creativity 
will be diminished if the employee has an extrovert personality as he\she does not prefer to work in a socially isolated environment. 
The survey with the participants revealed that their personality, values and thinking styles in their view on an employee as a function 
of individual difference and it perceived to the make a relationship on leader and employee. However, our model does not capture 
those interactions.  
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Appendix  
Appendix A 
 
Appendix B 
      
  
 
  
Original 
Sample (O) 
Sample 
Mean (M) 
Standard Deviation 
(STDEV) 
T Statistics 
(|O/STDEV|) 
P 
Value
s 
Employee Loyalty -> Employee 
Performance 
0.047 0.051 0.026 1.793 0.074 
Employee Loyalty -> Status Threat -0.126 -0.130 0.066 1.916 0.056 
Status Distance -> Employee 
Loyalty 
0.442 0.451 0.053 8.336 0.000 
Status Distance -> Employee 
Performance 
-0.021 -0.024 0.031 0.670 0.503 
Status Distance -> Status Threat 0.055 0.060 0.076 0.729 0.466 
Status Distance -> Task 
Interdependence 
-0.190 -0.197 0.066 2.897 0.004 
Status Threat -> Employee 
Performance 
-0.372 -0.391 0.049 7.640 0.000 
Task Interdependence -> Employee 
Performance 
0.125 0.139 0.034 3.689 0.000 
Task Interdependence -> Status 
Threat 
-0.336 -0.352 0.052 6.440 0.000 
 
 
